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This study was undertaken to examine the Neighborhood
Planning Program CNPP) and citizen participation and imvolve-
ment and its place in the Comprehensive Development Plan of the
City of Atlanta, The problem centers around the question of
effectiveness. How effective is the role or participation of
citizens in the NPP and how has it achieved its intended results?
Each section of the paper focuses on the part of the
process that relates to citizen input into the shaping of goals
and public policy, namely, (11 the examination of historical
attempts to achieve citizen participation, (2) assessment of
the NPP with emphasis on how the program operates, some of the
major differences in the NPU^s plans which have the highest
inclusion rate in the city’s Comprehensive Develelopment Plan
(CDP) as well as the role of the Planner, C3) analysis of the
problems based on planning-items of the NPUs as well as an
open-ended questionnaire. The writer utilized primary and
secondary data collection technique to gather relevant data
for the study. The primary data collection techniques were;
interviews, participant observation, and an open-ended question
naire. The secondary data for the study were obtained from
publications and documents from the Bureau of Planning in
addition to journals and books on the subject.
Recommendations for solution of the problems inherent in
the application of the concept centers around organization
improvements.
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I. INTRODUCTION
Citizen participation has become an integral part of ur¬
ban and community planning. Federal legislation generally re¬
quires that citizens be involved in most phases of its housing,
land use, transportation, and other programs. In addition,
citizen groups on their own initiative have increasingly de¬
manded involvement in plans affecting the development of their
commtinities. Citizen involvement in plcinning is important, not
simply because of increased requirements and demands for such
involvement, but because it is an indispensable ingredient in
the formulation and implementation of wcorthwile plans. Citizen
input into the shaping of goals and pxiblic policy can be the
determining factor of an effective planning program more likely
to achieve its intended results.
In this paper, the writer looks at the concept of
Neighborhood Planning Programs and particuleirly citizen involve
ment and participation, and its place in the Comprehensive
Development process as defined by the Neighborhood Planning
Ordinance and the Atlanta Planning Advisory Board Ordinance.^




The problem here becomes one of effectiveness. How effective
is citizen involvement in planning and how has citizen parti¬
cipation as an integral part of urban and community planning
yielded its intended results in Atlanta.
Internship Experience
The writer served as an intern at the Bureau of Planning,
City of Atlanta, from November 1, 1980 to February 2, 1981.
The bureau administers the Neighborhood Planning Program for
the City of Atlanta.
The writer participated fully in the activities of the
bureau through interacting with planners, attendance at meetings,
and generally participating at those meetings. Assignments in¬
cluded field survey, compilation of statistics, analysis, re¬
search of legislative material for program information, etc.
The internship provided some useful insights of organizational
dynamics and the various levels of interaction, through which
partially, the administrator makes decisions. The writer also
noticed the limitation and constraints that are placed on the
administrator. As a result of viewing the diverse interactions,
translation of power and authority, the sometimes seemingly
conflict of purpose, the internship experience has re-enforced
the writers concept of the dynamics of public administration.
In addition, the writer noticed the increased demand of various
decisions and the broad knowledge needed to effectively function .
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This seems to indicate the need for generalists who have broad
knowledge and understanding of public policy and the heightened
role of the public administrator.
Context of the Proljlem
Citizen participation takes on a somewhat different
character in Community Development and Neighborhood Planning
than it does in other planning programs. This has to do with
certain inherent objective of land-use planning and neighbor¬
hood planning which are not readily susceptible to citizen in¬
put and manipulation.
Unlike many other planning programs where intensive
activity in terms of construction ajid allocation of vast re¬
sources is undertaken, community development and neighborhood
planning present few singularly dramatic issues for and which
citizen groups can readily organize. By and Icirge, they tend
to deal with broader and more complicated-developmental-changes
that lack the immediacy of those planning issues which have
typically incurred organized reactions by citizen groups.
One can summarize the general inherent features of the
Neighborhood Planning Program that have special implications
for citizen participation as follows:
1. Both are comprehensive in content, involving
complex-interdependent-developmental changes
2, Such a comprehensive scope tends to preclude
3.
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focal issues for stimulating and shaping citizen
interest and participation.
In addition, plans and meetings tend to be time
consuming and complicated. Implementation of
plans go beyond their formal adoption. There
are a sizeable number of decisions to follow
formal adoption of plans if effectiveness of plans
was to be achieved. This situation is not only to
communities themselves but to planners as well.
It detracts the quality of plans in both goal
formulation and implementation.
The policy statement of Neighborhood Planning programs
tends to be cast in often ambiguous terms. Underlying this con
cept is the need to identify and assess the peirticular assximp-
tions made (citizen participation) when the program was intro¬
duced in addition to the specific objectives of citizen involve
ment in broad policy issues and goals.
The purpose of this study is fo\ir-fold;
1. To assess the strength and weakness of
the Neighborhood Planning Program, which
requires citizen participation by the
City of Atlanta.
2. To identify the major problems both inherent
in the concept and its application,
3, To provide specific recommendationsfor use
by the administrators/planners.
4, To provide general recommendations for pos¬
sible application.
Review of the Literature
The purpose of the review is to enhance understanding
of theoretical formulations concerning citizen participation,
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as well as place the current study within its historical con¬
text.
Citizen Participation in Government
Buddy Kennedy, in his Social Report on Neighborhood
Analysis, Atlanta Community Improvement Program, presents a
summary of the results of social blight and social resources
in Atlanta.^ The study and report are oriented toward de¬
veloping a co-ordinated program of physical and social renewal
in Atlanta's blighted neighborhoods. The author shows a re¬
lationship between the high rate of economic dependency on one
hand and the further identification of problems in low socio¬
economic areas.
James V. Cunningham's "Citizen Participation in Public
Affairs>" defines citizen participation as a "process wherein
the common amateurs of a community exercise power over deci¬
sions related to the general affairs of the community."^ He
applies the definition to the federally supported urban renewal
program and the role of citizen advisory committees. He con¬
cludes by raising four important issues vital to the future of
^Buddy Kennedy, Social Report on Neighborhood Analysis,
1971, pp. 2-5. Bureau of Planning, City of Atlanta.
James V. Cunningham, "Citizen Participation in Public
Affairs," Public Administration Review (May/June 1972):595.
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participation-access, time, federal support and technology.
John A. Strange, "The Impact of Citizen Participation
on Public Administration," deals with the concept of "maximum
feasible participation."^ Even though he is basically sup¬
portive of the idea, he cautions its application in particular
by over zealous officials. He reveals the fact that even though
the attempt is noble, it is capable of having serious consequence
both social and political and can become even disruptive.
In general, quite a substantial amount of information
and support is given to the concept of citizen participation
from its inception to the current state of the art. Neverthe¬
less, in reviewing the literature on the subject, an overall
observation can be made that the realities of citizen partici¬
pation, however defined, is a political problem rather than
a mechanical one.
Citizen participation has become an integral part of
urban and community planning. Citizen involvement in planning
as previously stated is important, not only because it is an
indispensable ingredient in the formulation of worthwhile plans
but can be the determining factor of an effective planning
program more likely to achieve its intended results.
^John H, Strange, "The Impact of Citizen Participation
on Public Administration," Public Administration Review
(May/June 1972): 457-462.
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Citizen participation in planning can also be looked at
from the wider perspective of 'American democracy." Democracy
is defined in Roger Hilsman's book, To Govern America, as
"government by the people or government by the many."^ The
ideal is presumably that all competent adults participate in
all decisions of government.
Changing the forms of representation, or protecting the
existing ones have potential political implications for which
the outcome may shift control over enforced values and the dis¬
tribution of scarce resources from one aggregation of groups
to another.
It may still be useful to review some of the concerns
expressed.
1. Even under the best of conditions, most people
tend to avoid participation and involvement.
2. Most individuals are activated only by single
issues and are turned of by coalitions,
3. Citizens or citizen groups working outside the
"system" tend to handicap themselves.
4. Official and citizen views of participation tend
to be inherently contradictory.
5. Officially sponsored citizen participation tend
to be co-optation rather than representation.
The historical examples of citizen participation usually
cited are the assembly of the people in ancient Athens and the
^Roger Hilsman, To Govern i^erica (Harper and Row
Publishers, New York, 1979), p. ITI
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New England town meetings, although neither women nor slaves
could vote in either one. Irrespective of how democratic a
system is, once it reaches a certain size, it can no longer
conduct its business by means of an Athenian assembly or a
New England town meeting.
Beginning with the reappearance of democratic forms of
government in the late eighteenth century, much debate over
the nature of democracy has taken place and a vast literature
has emerged. But one essential consideration remains and
basically underlies all concerns-whether or not the mass of
the people actually participated in the decisions of government.
Democracy has also been defined in the context of a government
that provided mechanisms through which decisions of government
were made by the people. A corollary is that the only sure
way to guarantee that government continues to have the consent
of the governed and that it serves the interest of the governed
is for the people to have the right to participate in their
governance.
Modern Trend and Development
Despite its wide usage and the general agreement that
it is somehcw "good," the origin and meaning of the term "citizen
participation" are quite vague.® Since the beginning of the
®Carl W. Stenberg, "Citizens and the Administrative State:
9
Republic^ .0^ CQuyae^ citizen participation in government has
been synonymous with voting and holding office. Another tradi¬
tional form of involvement has been service with civic groups.
With respect to the federal government, the first three
decades of the 20th century witnessed the growth of other types
of direct relationship with individuals which were also con¬
sidered to be forms of participation. These included; the
role of tribal organizations in dealing with the Bureau of
Indian Affairs and the Indian Division of the public Health
Service; the responsibilities of citizen members of selective
boards; the relationships between the Department of Agriculture
and farmer committees; and the activities of tenants associa-
7
tions in low-rent public housing projects.
Citizen Participation in Local Planning
There is little knowledge concerning citizen participa¬
tion in "public planning" in pre-history. During the early 20th
century, and especially during the 1920s, voluntary organiza¬
tions that were concerned with city planning emerged. Through
the Regional Plan Association in New York City, groups of busi¬
nessmen in Chicago, the Pittsburgh Regional Planning Association,




^nd sajr)il^r o^^^nizationa, studies were done and projects
launched which affected the shaping of cities,®
Voluntary organizations pervaded rural areas. A Massa¬
chusetts society for promoting agriculture was underway in the
1790s. The National Grange claimed 860,000 members in 1875.®
Governmental support was given to rural betterment efforts by
the Morrill Acts of 1862 and 1890 which underwrote land grant
colleges that specialized in agriculture and others and launched
field demonstrations to aid farmers,^^ Great impetus came to
this movement in 1914 with congressional passage of the Smith-
Lever Act setting up the Cooperative Extension Service through
which county agents went out to educate and organize farmers.
The federal government acting to promote participation, turned
out to be a historic step. Local people working with the county
agent, initiated plans and carried them out. Participation and
leadership were required and plans had to be mutually agreed
upon.
Several federal programs were enacted under the Johnson
Administration which had citizen participation components. Three
Q
James V, Cunningham, "Citizen Participation in Public
Affairs," Public Administration Review (May/June 1972):592«
®Ibid.
10 Ibid,, p. 593
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of the most impoyta^t wejre Ui-b^n Renewal f the Woirkable Program
for Community Improvement, and the Juvenile Delinquency Demon¬
stration Projects excluding Mobilization for Youth, In general,
citizens were involved in these programs in an advisory and
persuading capacity. A more traditional type of citizen ad¬
visory or planning groups that were set up to consult with multi¬
service centers, community development corporations, and other
neighborhood-based agencies responsible for the delivery of
local public services.
Other institutional changes have led to a much broader
role of citizens in decision making, John H, Strange, in his
article refers to the expansion of sufferage rights to those
without property, blacks, women, immigrants, the poor and
illiterate, and most recently, to eighteen-year-olds as all
evidence of the value attached to, and attempts to expand citi¬
zen participation,^^
Recent developments in the United States political his¬
tory, have multiplied the ways in which citizens participate
in government. Interest groups such as labor unions, trade
and farm associations, civil rights and protest organizations,
and neighborhood groups have all been used as vehicles for
expanding the role of citizens, even though in practice some
^^John H. Strange, "The Impact of Citizen Participation
on Public Administration," Public Administration Review (May/
June 1972):457.
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Of these techniques have not entirely succeeded in this objac¬
tive »
Analytical Approach
The vrriter utilized primary and secondary data collection
techniques to gather relevant data for the study. The primary




The main purpose of the interviews was to talk to citizens
generally about the neighborhood planning program and to ascer¬
tain their feelings about the program. Participant observation
involved a direct observation and notation of first-hand in¬
formation obtained during the internship. In addition, an open-
ended questionnaire was administered to citizens at various
Neighborhood Planning Unit meetings. The initial purpose was to
solicit the views or the opinions of the citizens on matters
concerning the program through their answers to the questions
(see Appendix Al, A total of sixty questionnaires was distri¬
buted to which thirty were returned. An attempt would be made
to analyze the results in Section III of this paper.
The secondary data for the study were obtained from
publications and documents from the Bureau of Planning in
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addition to journals and books on the subject.
Organization of Study
The focus of this paper is on citizen participation and
the Neighborhood Plamning Program, basically as it relates to
the City of Atlanta,
The paper is organized into four main peurts? the first
part dealt with the introduction of the concept of citizen
participation opening up with the current state of the art.
It also looks at citizen participation within the wider context
of democracy. In addition, in the overview, participation will
be treated with emphasis on historical attempts - the Athenian,
tha New England, and the phenomenon of the 1960s - Community
Action and Model Cities, Part two deals with the concept of
neighborhood planning with emphasis on the Atlanta program;
how the program operates; some of the major differences in NPU
plans which have the highest inclusion rate in the Comprehen¬
sive Development Plan and those with the lowest. The second
part deals with the functions of the planner and look at his
role as an advisory planner instead of as an advocate planner.
The third part deals with the analysis of the problems based
upon but not limited to a citizen questionnaire. Part four
provides conclusions and recommendations drawn from the study.
II. THE NEIGHBORHOOD PLANNING PROGRAM
Neighborhood Planning Progreum (NPP) as a concept, seeks
to incorporate a high level of planning and decentralization of
planning decisions through direct community participation. What
this innovative idea provides is a peurticipative decision making
in formulating those policies that affect a particular area or
zone. This provides opportunities for presentation of individ¬
ual ideas on a subject matter or curea from the perspective of
the citizen and an interchange from officials to correctly per¬
ceive and synthesize jointly, information which results in poli¬
cies that would be subsequently made and the allocation of re¬
sources affecting neighborhoods and citizens.
The Atlanta Program
The citizen-oriented Neighborhood Planning Program is a
direct result or product of the City’s 1974 new Atlanta Charter
It sought to institutionalize neighborhood power (recognition
for the need for grass-root participation) - for the purpose of
Robert Gray, Introductory Material Neighborhood Planning
in Atlanta, Bureau of Planning, City of Atlanta, p. 1.
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obtaining citizen input into planning. The City of Atlanta
officially recognizes twenty-four Neighborhood Planning Units
(NPUs) as the mechanism for organizing broad citizen partici¬
pation on issues affecting their neighborhoods but not limited
to it and disseminating official information.
The guiding principle of the Cityis growth is outlined
in its Comprehensive Development:Plan (CDP), The plan for the
City of Atlanta provides growth and development policies for
the city designed to implement goals of economic development
and neighborhood enhancement. From the policies, projects
selection criteria are developed and set forth to guMe selec¬
tion of specific capital investments to implement the policies
and also to help in evaluating projects and programs. The
major purpose of the CDP is to provide a guide for the growth
and development of the city and identify its present and planned
physical, social, and economic development.. The CDP covers a
fifteen-year period of time with more specific plans presented
for one-year and five-year periods. Each year, the CDP is re¬
vised along these same lines. The plan becomes a "legally" de¬
fined guide for growth and development of the City for the short
as well as long term,
^^Comprehensive Development Plan, Volume II, 1981,
City of Atlanta, pp. 1-5,
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The proposed use of the neighborhood planning approach
in Atlanta emerged as a result of two major happenings. First,
application was made for a federal grant t701 Grant) which
would provide federal funds for usage in Atlanta, This grant
application required, among other things, a statement specify¬
ing how citizen input in planning would take place. Second,
several neighborhoods had begun development of their own plan.
Four inner-city neighborhoods were working together as the Bass
Organization for Neighborhood Development CBOND), This provided
a kind of model for neighborhood identification and development
on a citywide scale. On August 5, 1974, an ordinance (see
Appendix B) was adopted by the City Council institutionalizing
neighborhood planning as a part of the comprehensive planning
14
process. The ordinance called for the identification of
neighborhoods defined as "geographic area (s) either with dis¬
tinguishing characteristics or in which the residents have a
sense of identity and a commonality of perceived interests, or
both" in the City of AtIanta,
In order to describe Atlanta’s neighborhoods for this
report, the City of Atlanta was divided into twenty-three fair¬
ly homogenous areas with a population between 10,000 and 30,000




people. The d^tA doing this comes f^rom census statistics,
health statistics, and various other statistical services that
are organized by census tracts. Because census tract boundaries
do not always follow traditional neighborhood lines, the bounds"
ries of these twenty-three areas only approximate the traditional
boundaries of neighborhoods or combinations of neighborhoods.
These twenty-three social planning areas were then grouped into
four levels according to their socio-economic characteristics.
More detailed descriptions of other characteristics in each




DISTINGUISHING CHARACTERISTICS OF SOCIAL PLANNING AREAS
WITHIN THE HIGHEST SOCIO-ECONOMIC LEVEL
Unless otherwise indicated* the characteristics of the highest socio¬
economic level described apply to each social planning area* Almost
all of the income* education* and occupation factors mentioned still
fall within the range characteristics of this level
AREA I AREA II AREA III
Far Northwest Buckhead-North Buckhead-Lenox
Very High Income Very High Income Mostly Renters
Very High Percentage Very High percentage High Percentage House-


















AREA V AREA VI AREA XVIII
























Divorcees in the City
Highest Percentage of
Divorcees in the City
High Percentage
Working Mothers
“Buddy Kennedy* Social Report on Neighborhood Analysis* Bureau
of Planning* City of Atlanta* 1972* p* 24«
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CHART 2
DISTINGUISHING CHARACTERISTICS OF SOCIAL PLANNING AREAS
WITHIN THE HIGHEST SOCIO-ECONOMIC LEVEL
Unless otherwise indicated^ the characteristics of the highest socio¬
economic level described apply to each social planning area* Almost
all of the income? education? and occupation factors mentioned still
fall within the range characteristics of this level.**
AREA VII AREA IX AREA XIII
English Ave. Techwood Near Northeast Vine City-Atlanta Univ.






Lowest Income Very High Percentage
Highest Population Households headed by
C Housing Density in
the City
Women
Lowest Health Level High Percentage
In the City Marital Separations
Predominately Black
Highest Percentage of Major Clearance and












Source: Buddy Kennedy? Social Reoort on Neighborhood Analysis? Bureau
of Planning? Cityi of Atlanta? 1972? p. 25.
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CHART 3
DISTINGUISHING CHARACTERISTICS OF SOCIAL PLANNING AREAS
WITHIN THE HIGHEST SOCIO-ECONOMIC LEVEL
Unless otherwise indicated* the characteristics of the highest socio¬
economic level described apply to each social planning area* Almost
all of the income* education* and occupation factors mentioned still
fall within the range characteristics of this level*
AREA XIV AREA XX
MeehaniCSVille-Summerhil 1 Pittsburg-Adair Park
Highest Percentage Unskilled




High School Education in
the City
Lower Juvenile Arrest Rate
Lowest Income Higher Percentage Home
Ownership
Highest Percentage of
Crowded Housing in City










Source: Buddy Kennedy^ Social Report on Neighborhood Analysis* Bureau
of Planning* City of Atlanta* 1972* p. 25.
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The Neighborhood Planner
The major duties of the neighborhood planners are to
meet with neighborhood planning committees and provide planning
expertise in helping the NPC develop their neighborhood plans.
The neighborhood planners do not play the role of "advocate
planner" for the NPU. They must maintain a position midway
between becoming an advocate for the citizens they directly
work with and the city which they represent. To go too far in
either direction is to establish a credibility gap either with
city officials or the NPU residents. The essential stance is
to remain somewhat detached but supportive.
Generally speaking, the planner is and should be only
directly involved in the neighborhood planning meetings, playing
much the role of consultant. Sometimes it becomes necessary
for him/her to play the role of meeting coordinator and guide
or, in one case observed, mediate between representatives of
two conflicting factions in the NPU, It clearly requires some
of the essential characteristics of the good public relations
person. The difficulty of playing this role and the limited
personal, tangible success which goes with the role can often
leave the planner with a feeling of very low job satisfaction.
The analysis, setting of goals and plan preparation are
quite often not clearly distinguishable elements in the process.
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These three aspects the process require significant input
from th.e NPC and the planning team*
The analysis part of the process is the point at which
problems in the NPU are defined, while the desires, perceived
needs and problems of the NPU are to come from the NPC. It is
the responsibility of the planning team to analyze the problems
defined and propose possible solutions to these problems. Bas¬
ed on this analysis, the planning team and the NPC then devel¬
oped realistic goals and objectives* Given these goals, the
planning team presented to the NPC alternative approaches to
accomplish these goals indicating those items over which the
city does and does not have jurisdiction and possibilities for
various projects which may necessitate continuing assessment.
At this point the plan is prepared in its preliminary
draft form by the planning staff in consultation with the Di¬
vision of City-wide Department and appropriate council members.
The draft is then reviewed by the NPC for any necessary modifi¬
cations, The final draft or product is distributed among citi¬
zens and segments of each plan become a part of the proposed
CDP for the following year.
The proposed CDP after receiving a gread deal of scrutiny
from the city departmens and planning staff, is finally printed
and made available for further review at the city-wide public
hearing prior to its final acceptance by the Council Development
23
Conuiiittee ^
Once this fin^l public hearing has taken place, the
Council Development Committee makes further changes concerning
the CDP and when satisfied recommends acceptance to the city
council. During this time the planning staff may be called
upon for further professional recommendations and some local
citizens right to contact or at least offer their advice. When
the council accepts the Development Committee’s recommendation,
the CDP becomes the official city development guide for the
following year.
III. ANALYSIS OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD PLANNING PROGRAM
In this section, the writer will attempt to analyze some
of the attempts or claims of the Neighborhood Planning Program
as an effort to determine how successful the program has been
to this point. First, the writer will examine some of the ma¬
jor differences in NPU plauis and, in addition, attempt to es¬
tablish in order of priority, different categories or major
planning areas more likely to receive consideration. It is an¬
ticipated that this would provide a guide to NPUs when they
list their priorities.
Secondly, the writer, in an effort to determine how suc¬
cessful the program has been up to this point, will analyze a
citizen questionnaire which will reflect citizens' views on
various subject areas.
Analysis of NPU Plans
How successful is Neighborhood Planning? It can be con¬
cluded that plans developed by NPUs have a number of functions;
some defined as the major purpose of such plans, others as un¬
anticipated consequences or secondary functions of the neighbor¬
hood planning process. It does, and can, to a much greater
24
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degree^ act as a weans developing a seiise of coitununity among
neighborhood. It can act as a major means, whereby citizen's
alienation from government can be significantly reduced.
Further, it can act as a means of disseminating information
concerning local government.
Whatever its functions, its major purpose is to influence
actions of the city through the planning process. Each NPU pre¬
pares a plan relating to the particular geographical-social area
involved. The neighborhood (NPU) plan is then theoretically
consisered in the development of the overall Community Develop¬
ment Plan (CDP),
A major objective of this alalysis is to answer at least
two questions: 1) How successful has the NP process been up to
this point? 2) What are the major differences in NPU plans
which have the highest inclusion rate in the CDP and those with
the lowest?
In order to answer the above questions, several techni¬
ques of dealing with the data had to be developed.
Types of planning Items
First, four types of planning items were identified based
on the types of action they called for. Specifically, the verbs
used in describing the items were identified and categorized
according to what they were suggesting should and need to be
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done. These verbs were pieced into one of the four categories
of plan items as follows;1.Planning items requiring some expenditure of
money and often major capital improvements,
(Verbs; develop, construct, build, renovate).
Examples;
a. Construct a swimming pool at Wesley Coan Park;
b. Install street lights under the 1-75 bridge
at West Paces Ferry Road.
2, Planning items requiring major political decisions
or change in or continuation of government activity
(Verbs; enforce, require, protect, preserve, re¬
zone) ,
Examples;
a. Require a buffer and visual screen between
any new development and existing residential
properties.
b. Control business signs through enforcement of
zoning ordinance,
3, Planning items calling for studies or evaluations
of existing circumstances or suggested changes.
(Verbs; reevaluate, reassess, evaluate, explore,
conduct study, prepare analysis, investigate,
locate a site, design, pursue),
Examples;
a. Investigate the provision of a park in the
Sylvan Ridge Drive area,
b. Study the possibility of making Artwood Street
one-way from Gordon Road north to 1-20.
274,Planning items taking a position on some issue or
circumstancet CVerbs; encourage^ discourage,
promote, request, support, seek, aid, define,
designate).,
Examples:
a. Promote the marketing of vacant and foreclosed
houses in the neighborhoods.
b. Encourage the maintenance of private streets
in multi-family complexes.
Once the four categories of types of plans based on type
of action called for were developed each item in the NPU plans
were classified separately by one local neighborhood planner
and the present reseacher. After each of the two classifiers
had finished their classifications, they compared their results.
With few exceptions, the classifiers were in agreement. When
disagreement was the case, they discussed the differences and
finally came to some consensus.
The included items were also analyzed based on the major
functional planning ares as used in the NPU plans and the CDP,
They include the following functional uses;
1, Land Use
2, Transportation
3, Parks, Recreational and Cultural
4, Economic Development
5, Environment
6, Public Safety and Hxaman Resources
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There waa a total of 961 plan items included in the 24
NPU plans, 531 plan items Leach specified for a particular NPU)
included in the 1978 CDP and 148 plan items included in both
the NPU plan and the CDP, Table 1 presents the distribution
of NPU plan items according to type of item (based on type of
action proposed) presents the distributions of NPU plan items
as found in CDP and Table 3 presents the distribution of those
items which are in both the CDP and NPUs.
Tables 4, 5 and 6 respectively do the same thing with
distributions being based on the major functional planning
area (e,g,, transportation).
Analysis of Items
Based on Tables 1, 2 and 3 there is clear evidence that
the largest percentages of items in almost every case (all but
one) were very tangible items calling for expenditure of money
and often capital improvements. The NPU plans included a con¬
siderable n\amber of items requiring political and governmental
decisions and policy changes or maintenance (24,6 percent) ex¬
pressed in Table 1, Very few of these kinds of items ended up
in the CDP (as expressed in Tables 1 and 3, 2.2 percent and 2.0
percent respectively), Considerably more items in the CDP re¬
quest studies or evaluations (15.2 percent) than was typically
in the NPU plans. However, considerably smaller percentage of
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NPU NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. %
ALL 555 57.8 236 24.6 84 8.7 86 8.9
A 11 *64.7 5 29.4 1 5.9 0 0.0
B 28 63.6 10 22.7 6 13.6 0 0.0
C 18 64.3 9 32.1 1 3.6 0 0.0
D 28 87.5 3 9.4 1 3.1 0 0.0
E 14 38.9 11 30.5 9 25.0 2 5.6
F 19 54.3 13 37.1 3 8.6 0 0.0
G 15 42.9 9 25.7 8 22.9 3 8.5
H 15 42.9 11 31.4 4 11.4 5 14.3
I 14 77.8 1 5.5 3 16.7 0 0.0
J 20 55.6 9 25.0 7 19.4 0 0.0
K 18 50.0 8 22.2 2 5.6 8 22.2
L 16 45.7 10 28.6 4 11.4 5 14.3
M 30 46.2 15 23.1 11 16.9 9 13.8
N 13 35.1 12 32.4 1 2.7 11 29.8
0 32 84.2 6 15.8 0 0.0 0 0.0
P 9 34.6 13 50.0 0 0.0 4 15.4
R 25 55.5 14 31.1 3 6.7 3 6.7
S 26 66.7 5 12.8 2 5.1 6 15.4
T 23 46.0 15 30.0 5 10.0 7 14.0
V 22 54.4 7 16.7 5 11.9 8 19.0
W 33 68.8 9 18.8 2 4.1 4 8.3
X 33 61.1 16 29.6 2 3.7 3 5.6
Y 48 64.9 19 25.7 3 4.1 4 5.4
Z 50 82.0 6 9.8 1 1.6 4 6.6
*Above Average
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Table 2: Comprehensive Developnent Plan Items Identified
For a Specific NPU by Type of Action Proposed
Types of Items
Political (Government) Studies Positional
Change or Program Evaluation Statements
Maintenance
NPU NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. %
All 423 79.8 12 2.2 81 15.2 15 2.8
A 15 88.2 1 5.9 1 5.9 0 0.0
B 28 84.8 0 0.0 3 9.1 2 6.1
C 12 85.7 0 0.0 2 14.3 0 0.0
D 16 88.9 0 0.0 2 11.1 0 0.0
E 28 63.4 0 0.0 15 43.2 1 2.4
F 11 91.7 0 0.0 1 8.3 0 0.0
G 14 93.3 0 0.0 1 6.7 0 0.0
H 10 90.9 0 0.0 1 9.1 0 0.0
I 10 83.3 0 0.0 2 16.7 0 0.0
J 20 90.9 0 0.0 2 9.1 0 0.0
K 12 70.6 0 0.0 4 23.5 1 5.9
L 6 60.0 0 0.0 1 10.0 3 30.0
M 47 64.4 8 11.0 15 20.5 3 4.1
N 14 82.3 0 0.0 2 11.8 1 5.9
0 10 83.3 0 0.0 2 16.7 0 0.0
P 9 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
R 5 71.4 0 0.0 2 28.6 0 0.0
S 12 81.8 0 0.0 4 18.1 0 0.0
T 12 44.5 2 7.4 11 40.7 2 7.4
V 24 85.7 0 0.0 4 14.3 0 0.0
W 24 96.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 4.0
X 23 82.1 0 0.0 5 17.9 0 0.0
y 29 82.8 1 2.9 4 11.4 1 0.0




Table 3: Items Included in Both NPU Plan and Comprehensive











NPU NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. %
All 113 76.4 3 2.0 28 18.9 4 2.7
A 3 75.0 1 25.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
B 8 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
C 4 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
D 7 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
E 3 25.0 0 0.0 8 66.7 1 8.3
F 3 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
G 3 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
H 1 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
I 2 50.0 0 0.0 2 50.0 0 0.0
J 4 80.0 0 0.0 1 20.0 0 33.3
K 3 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
L 2 66.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 2.7
M 15 88.2 1 5,9 1 5.9 0 0.0
N 2 66.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.0
0 4 80.0 0 0.0 1 20.0 0 0.0
P 2 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
R 1 50.0 0 0.0 1 50.0 0 0.0
S 6 75.0 0 0.0 2 25.0 0 0.0
T 2 22.2 0 0.0 7 77.8 0 0.0
V 2 75,0 0 0.0 2 25.0 0 0.0
W 2 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
X 8 72.7 0 0.0 3 27.2 0 0.0
Y 9 81.8 1 9.1 0 0.0 1 9.1
Z 13 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
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positiona,! statements C2t8 percent ot itemsi ro^ke up the CDP
than the NPU plans*
Looking specifically at Table 3 it is cleai that the
vast majority of NPU plan items which were included in the CDP
are (a) the very tangible projects requiring expenditure of
money and often capital improvements C76,4 percent)^ tbi items
requiring studies or evaluations (18*9 percent), the other
two types of items make up an insignificant part of these
"successful" items.
If success of the NPU plan is measured by the degree to
which it influences the CDP, this analysis suggests that an
NPU plan should emphasize tangible items calling for studies
or evaluations. An NPU plan should de-emphasize items that
call for political and governmental change or for taking a po-'
sition on a particular issue. These latter two might more
appropriately be included in the narrative part of the plan,
This is not to suggest that such items are an inappropriate
part of the plan but in many cases, they are dealing with issues
outside the general focus of the CDP, By including statements
of these types in the narrative part of the plan, the reader
is provided with important additional information concerning
the general orientation of the plan without "cluttering" the
plan items section itself.
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Theare i,a some wesson to believe that the limited success
of some NPU plans might very well be the result of lack of
clarity, too much emphasis on politically oriented phenomena,
too broad and generalized statements and/or too many statements
encouraging a group to take a stand concerning a particular
phenomena. The CDP, as currently designed, is not prepared to
deal with these latter categories.
Tables 4, 5 and 6 present the distribution of plan items
according to the major functional planning areas. The majority
of plan items were in the transportation category. This is
clearly the case in all the tables. Table 5, which gives the
distribution of plan items in the NPU plans, has transportation
(42,8 percent) followed by land use (21,7 percent) and then
parks, recreation and cultural items (17,2 percent). The other
three categories are considerably below these in percentages
of inclusions. Table 4 which presents the distribution of the
CDP items by functional categories is like the NPU distribution
in that transportation is the highest percentage (52,4 percent)
but unlike it in that land use items play a much smaller role
(3,6 percent) and environmental items a larger one (23,2 per¬
cent) , Finally, by looking at Table 6 (the distribution of NPU
items which also appear in the CDP) it is quite evident that
transportation items (79.0 percent) are by far the most likely
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Table 4; Comprehensive Development Plan Itens by Major Functional Plcuming Areas
Major Functional Planning Areas
Parks f Recreational, Economic Public SA^ety/
Land Use Transportation Cultural Development Environment Human Resources
NPU NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO, %' NO. %
All 19 3.6 278 52.4 79 14.9 13 2.4 123 23^2 19 3,6
A 0 0.0 6 35.3 5 29.4 0 0.0 6 35,2 0 0.0
B 1 3.0 14 42.4 4 12.2 1 3.0 12 36.4 1 3.0
C 0 0.0 5 35.7 5 35.7 0 0.0 4 28.6 0 0.0
D 0 0.0 11 61.1 1 5.6 0 0,0 6 33.3 0 0.0
E 3 6.8 23 52.3 1 2.3 1 2.3 13 29.5 3 6.8
F 0 0.0 4 33.3 4 33.3 0 0.0 3 25.0 1 8.4
G 0 0.0 8 53.3 7 46.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
H 0 0.0 4 36.4 4 36.4 0 0.0 2 18.2 1 9.0
I 0 0.0 8 66.7 1 8.3 0 0.0 2 16.7 1 8.3
J 0 0.0 12 54.6 4 18.2 0 0.0 6 27.2 0 0.0
K 2 11.8 10 58.8 1 5.9 0 0.0 4 23.2 0 0.0
L 1 10.0 4 40.0 0 0.0 2 20.0 3 30.0 0 0.0
M 9 12.4 48 65.8 5 6.8 6 8.2 3 4.1 2 2.7
N 0 0.0 9 47.0 4 23.5 1 6.0 4 23.5 0 0.0
0 0 0.0 7 58.3 2 16.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 25.0
P 0 0.0 3 33.3 3 33.3 0 0.0 2 22.2 1 11.1
R 0 0.0 4 57.1 3 42,9 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
S 0 0.0 15 68.2 2 9.1 0 0.0 4 18.2 1 4.5
T 1 3.7 15 55.6 6 22.2 1 3.7 4 14.8 0 0.0
V 0 0.0 13 46.4 3 10.7 0 0.0 12 42.9 0 0.0
W 1 4.0 10 40.0 2 8.0 0 0.0 8 32.0 4 16,0
X 0 0.0 18 64.3 2 7.1 0 0.0 8 28,6 0 0.0
Y 1 2.9 18 51.4 3 8.5 1 2.9 11 31.4 1 2.9
Z 0 0.0 14 50.0 8 28.6 0 0.0 6 21.4 0 0.0
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Table 5: NPU Planning Items by Major Functional Planning Areas








NPU NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. % No. %
All 209 21.7 411 42.8 165 17.2 58 6.0 96 10.0 22 2.2
A 2 11.8 9 52.9 2 11.8 0 0.0 4 23.5 0 0.0
B 6 13.6 28 63.6 5 11.4 0 0.0 5 11.4 0 0.0
C 4 14.3 9 32.15 9 32.15 0 0.0 6 21.4 0 0.0
D 1 3.1 16 50.0 9 28.1 0 0.0 6 18.8 0 0.0
E 7 19.4 13 36.1 2 5.6 9 25.0 2 5.6 3 8.3
F 11 31.4 10 28.6 10 28.6 0 0.0 4 11.4 0 0.0
G 9 25.7 8 22.9 10 28.6 3 8.5 5 14.3 0 0.0
H 11 31.4 13 37.1 6 17.1 0 0.0 5 14.4 0 0.0
I 1 5.5 10 55.6 3 16.7 0 0.0 4 22.2 0 0.0
J 13 36.1 10 27.8 8 22.2 0 0.0 5 13.9 0 0.0
K 7 19.4 16 44.5 3 8.3 4 11.1 6 16.7 0 0.0
L 10 28.6 13 37.1 5 14.3 3 8.6 4 11.4 0 0.0
M 9 13.8 32 49.2 8 12.3 10 15.4 6 9.3 0 0.0
N 15 40.5 5 13.5 7 19.0 1 2.7 9 24.3 0 0.0
0 8 21.1 18 47.4 6 15.8 0 0.0 3 7.9 3 7.9
P 11 42.3 6 23.1 5 19.2 0 0.0 3 11.6 1 3.8
R 12 26.7 18 40.0 8 17.8 6 13.3 1 2.2 0 0.0
S 8 20.5 20 51.3 6 15.4 0 0.0 3 7.7 2 5.1
T 12 24.0 18 36.0 10 20.0 5 10.0 5 10.0 0 0.0
V 7 16.7 19 45.2 4 9.5 4 9.5 4 9.5 4 9.6
W 7 14.5 20 41.7 9 18.8 6 12.5 4 8.3 2 4.2
X 13 24.1 23 42.6 11 20.4 0 0.0 0 0.0 7 12.9
Y 14 18.9 39 52.7 11 14.9 7 4.4 3 4.1 0 0.0
Z 11 18.0 36 59.0 8 13.1 0 0.0 6 9.9 0 0.0
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Table 6: Items Included in Both NPU Plan and Comprehensive
Development Plan by Major Functional Planning Areas






NPU NO. % NO. % NO. % NO. %
ALL 1 6.8 117 79.0 24 16.2 6 4.0
A 0 0.0 4 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
B 0 0.0 7 87.5 1 12.5 0 0.0
C 0 0.0 2 50.0 2 50.0 0 0.0
D 0 0.0 6 85.7 1 14.3 0 0.0
E 0 0.0 11 91.4 0 0.0 1 8.3
F 0 0.0 1 33.3 2 66.7 0 0.0
G 0 0.0 3 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
H 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 100.0 0 0.0
I 0 0.0 4 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
J 0 0.0 3 60.0 2 40.0 0 0.0
K 0 0.0 2 66.7 1 33.3 0 0.0
L 0 0.0 2 66.7 0 0.0 1 33.3
M 0 0.0 14 82.4 2 11.8 1 5.8
N 0 0.0 1 33.3 1 33.3 1 33.3
0 0 0.0 3 60.0 2 40.0 0 0.0
P 0 0.0 1 50.0 1 50.0 0 0.0
R 0 0.0 1 50.0 1 50.0 0 0.0
S 0 0.0 8 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
T 0 0.0 8 88.9 0 0.0 1 11.1
V 0 0.0 8 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
W 0 0.0 2 100.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
X 0 0.0 9 81.8 2 18.2 0 0.0
Y 1 9.1 7 63.6 2 18.2 0 0.0
Z 0 1.0 10 76.9 3 23.1 0 0.0
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to be included in the CDP from the NJ>U pleua» The second most
likely is parks, recreation and cultural items (16,2 percent).
This appears to be partly due to the fact that most transporta¬
tion and parks, recreation and cultural items are clear and
rather specific while land use and economic development items
are much more ambiguous. Environmental items were expressed
differently in the CDP and the NPU plans and, therefore, were
not comparable. A more precise, technical presentation of en¬
vironmental items in the NPU plans might make these more easily
included in the CDP,
Table 7 presents the number of plan items in each NPU,
the number of plan items in the CDP which are tied to a parti¬
cular NPU, and the number of plan items which appear in both
a NPU and the CDP, It further presents the percentage of NPU
plan items which actually make it into the CDP for all 24 NPUs
as a whole and for each one separately and the percentage of
CDP plan items for each NPU which appeared also in the respective
NPU plans. This is an attempt to give some indication of how
influential the NPU plan might have been in the development of
the CDP,
For the 24 NPUs as whole, 15,4 percent of the NPU plan
items were actually included in the CDP, The percentage of CDP































































531 148 15.4 27.9
17 4 23.5 4 23.5
33 8 18.2 3 24.2
14 4 14.3 2 28.6
18 7 21.9 4 38.9
44 12 33.3* 4 27.3
12 3 8.6 2 25.0
15 3 8.6 2 20.0
11 1 2.9** 1 9.1
12 4 22.2 4 33.3
22 5 13.9 2 22.7
17 3 8.3 1 17.6
10 3 8.6 2 30.0
73 17 26.2 4 23.3
17 3 8.1 1 17.6
12 5 13.2 2 41.7
9 2 7.7 1 22.2
7 2 4.4 1 28.6
22 8 20.5 3 36.4
27 9 18.0 3 33.3
28 8 19.0 3 28.6
25 2 4.2 1 8.0**
28 11 20.4 3 39.3
35 11 14.9 3 31.4
38 . 13 21.3 4 46.4*
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possibly a significant impact but not as much, as many would
have hoped.
In order to better understand these results, it is
worthwhile to look at a comparison of the six "most successful"
and six "least successful" NPU plans (Tables 8 and 9), The
"most successful" NPU plans were defined for the purpose of
this analysis as those which had the highest percentages of
their plan items included in the CDP, The "least successful"
were defined as those which had the lowest percentages of their
plan items included in the CDP, The "most successful” group
initially included NPU-M but because of its uniqueness (in¬
cludes the CBD) it was replaced by the seventh "most success¬
ful" NPU plan (NPU-S),
When observing the distributions of plan items according
to type of action proposed (Table 9) we find that all six of
the "most successful" NPU plans had a much higher percentage
of tangible items calling for expenditure of money and/or capi¬
tal improvements than the average. Generally speaking, they
were considerably lower than normal on items calling for politi¬
cal and/or governmental changes or program maintenance or taking
a position concerning a particular issue. For the "least suc¬
cessful" NPU plans clearly the reverse is the case.
The conclusion that can tentatively be drawn is that,
easily understood tangible plan items are much more likely to
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Table 8: A Comparison of the "Most Successful" and "Least Successful"
Based on Major Functional Planning Area Items in NPU Plan










E 19.4 36.1 5.6 25.0* 5.6 8.3*
A 11.8 52.9* 11.8 0.0 23.5* 0.0
D 3.1 50.0* 28.1* 0.0 18.8* 0.0
Z 18.0 59.0* 13.1 0.0 9.9 0.0
I 5.5 55.6* 16.7 0.0 22.2* 0.0
S 20.5 51.3* 15.4 0.0 7.7 5.1*
"Least Successful"^
H 31.4* 37.1 17.1 0.0 14.4* 0.0
W 14.5 41.7 18.8* 12.5* 8.3 4.2*
R 26.7* 40.0 17.8* 13.3* 2.2 0.0
P 42.3* 23.1 19.2* 0.0 11.6* 3.8*
N 40.5* 13.5 19.0* 2.7 24.3* 0.0
K 19.4 44.5* 8.3 11.1* 16.7* 0.0
Average For
Total City 21.7 42.8 17.2 6.0 10.0 2.2
*Indicates that the % is above the average for the total City.
l"Most Successful" are those 6 NPU Plans with the greatest percentage of CDP items in the NPU Plan;
Successful" are those 6 NPU Plans with the smallest percentage of CDP items in the NPU Plan.
^Listed from highest to lowest percentage of CDP items in the NPU Plem.
^Listed from lowest to highest percentage of CDP items in the NPU Plan.
^NPU-M was in the highest quartile but was excluded because it is the location of the CBD.
"Least
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Table 9: A Comparison of the "Most Successful" and "Least
Successful" NPU Plans, Based on Types of Action
Proposed Items in the NPU Plan











E 63.2* 28.9* 2.6 5.3
A 64.7* 29.4* 5.9 0.0
D 87.5* 9.4 3.1 0.0
Z 82.0* 9.8 1.6 6.6
I 77.8* 5.5 16.7* 0.0
S 66.7* 12.8 5.1 15.4*
"Least Successful"^
H 42.9 31.4* 11.4* 14.3*
W 68.8* 18.8 4.1 8.3
R 55.5 31.1* 6.7 6.7
P 34.6 50.0* 0.0 15.4*
N 35.1 32.4* 2.7 29.8*
K 50.0 22.2 5.6 22.2*
Average For
Total City 57.8 24.6 8.7 8.9
* Indicates that the % is above the average for the total City.
^"Most Successful" are those 6 NPU Plans with the greatest percentage of
CDP items in the NPU Plan; "Least Successful" are those 6 NPU Plans with
the smallest percentage of CDP items in the NPU Plan.
^Listed from highest to lowest percentage of CDP items in the NPU Plan.
3
Listed from lowest to highest percentage of CDP items in the NPU Plan.
^NPU-M was in the highest quartile but was excluded because of its location
of the CDB.
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be included in the CDP then the moire elusive politics! and
governmental change or positional items.
Finally, in comparing the ’’most successful” and "least
successful" NPU plans based on distributions by major functional
planning areas (Table 8) further conclusions can be drawn.
Table 9 points out that among the "most successful” NPU plans
all but one had a higher than average percentage of items fall¬
ing in the transportation category with percentages in all the
other category while two-thirds of the percentages of items
falling in the land use; parks, recreation and cultural; and
environment categories were above the average of all NPU’s,
This suggests tht transportation items which are often some of
the clearer and more tangible items are more likely to get into
the CDP while the other functional types of items are less like¬
ly to gain admittance.
Questionnaire Analysis
The questionnaire was administered to a total of sixty
individuals from NPUs of which a total of thirty were received.
A total number of ten selected questions were included in the
questionnaire, covering a range of varied subjects. Of the
total thirty respondents, sixteen were white and fourteen black,
an almost racially balanced response.
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Ten of the ;i;espondents c^me fjcom NpUg (Ap C, P, R)
that can be considered to be populated by persons from the
higher socio economic level; fifteen from mid-level economic
strata (N,0,H,I) and the remaining five from (G,J,V,K,L1
neighborhoods generally considered to be low income^ The re-
/
sponse seems to represent a cross-section of the population capa¬
ble of providing diverse views and information* Generally, the
respondents from the higher socio-economic level CA,B,C,P,R1
seemed to be better educated stemming from the general character
ristics of neighborhood compositions. This is followed by mid¬
level respondents (N,0,H,I) and lastly by the low-level income
respondents CG,J,V,K,L), This also seems to point out the broad
representative nature of the respondents from the standpoint of
socio-economic levels.
Analysis of Response
The response to questions 1 and 2 were self explanatory.
It is interesting to note that the need relationships Cwhich is
not the subject of this paper) followed the socio-economic dis¬
parities, As an example, 65 percent of the respondents from
NPUs A,B,C,P,R,N,H all chose item 9 under question 3 - to build
more parks and recreational facilities. This reflectea need
level comparative and often associated with the life style of
people with higher income. It could be inferred that on a given
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issue on the subject iriAttejr their voices would be heard. (A
casual observer loolcing at the locations of golf parks, etc,
will see the collaboration.) In addition, under the five most
important areas of concern in which the citv should spend its
money (Question 3), the respondents (A,B,C,P,R,H,N) chose items
3, 7, 10 and 11, Eighty percent of the respondents from
0,I,G,J, K,L all (low level income areas) chose 1, 2, 4, 6, 7,
12 and 13, The analysis seems to suggest different levels of
needs and generally falls under public welfare zone.
On question 4, 30 percent of the people chose 1 as their
response - the city should adopt all NPU plans without counsel¬
ing city-wide needs. Sixty-five percent chose 3 - use plans
as guide, but not officially adopt them. Five percent chose 2 -
adopt plans consistent with city-wide needs and goals.
The analysis seems to suggest that even though citi¬
zens would like an input into planning, they do accept the lim¬
itations to which their suggestions can be put to use. This is
a positive note upon which the city can operate . The heed
here then in looking at the whole concept could be said to stem
from the right to participate and not to enforce participation.
On items 5, 6, 7 and 8 the analysis seems to suggest a
level of uniformity in response. On question 5, 60 percent saw
the planner as acting on behalf of city hall. Forty percent saw
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him ofiicia,! x'epjresent^tivet Even though this does not
raise a major issue a note has to be made - that the inter¬
actions and performance of city planners (officials) should
be directed towards achieving the trust snd confidence of the
people, otherwise, it could result in lack of full trust in
planners/city to meaningfully attempt to or desire to implement
joint decisions. Once this false alarm is triggered, response
to programs will be very low (already there is low response
to meetings in a majority of the NPUs)
On item 6, 90 percent of the response indicated that the
very existence of the program is important. However, the con¬
cern by about 20 percent of the respondents were the lack of
adequate timely response and provision of enough information
to make citizens impact upon legislations. This seems to sug¬
gest the inadequacy of information circulation and the effect
of time constraints on both officials and citizens. The infor¬
mation suggests that other departments operating in conjunction
with the bureau of planning and the NPUs on specific projects
provide needed information to the citizens. If possible, it
should be such that citizens through their NPUs can be informed
of all phases of progress of projects in which they are inte¬
rested or have participated.
Sixty percent of respondents considered the citizen par¬
ticipation and the NPU process to be necessary but not necessarily
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effective. Suggestions varied fjroiti th.e present situation being
just s token exercise to points of simple frustration. One
respondent stated that the city would do v^atever it wanted and
not what they wanted. Nevertheless, much optimism was expressed
for the future of the program if improvements could be made.
Thirty percent simply responded negative to effectiveness while
10 percent were not sure. However, on the whole 98 percent
responded that planners were supportive of their ideas and needs.
Two percent were complacent on the supportiveness of planners.
Questions 9 and 10 were placed in the same need level;
85 percent indicated the need for improvements. However, no
specific suggestions were given,-<sv©i^thQagh.oi3e or two respondents
made gestures at administrative changes or bureaucratic hamper-
ings. The indications here suggest improvements in the areas
of provision of information and that the bureau should make a
sincere effort to consider citizen input into policy formulation
and program implementation. This can generally be made possible
by providing for citizen consideration and suggestions in areas
where the city plans to develop and where future projects are
suggestive. The results may be an increase in joint suggest-
tions; secondly, give the NPUs a sense of fulfillment; and
thirdly, make it easier for officials to incorporate within
their plans responses stemming from such prior information.
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The xesponse to question 10 can generally t>e placed in the
categories indicated under questionnaire item 3,
To the public administrator, in this pragmatic society,
the appropriate form of citizen participation is the one that
works. The literature on citizen participation in programs is
plenty; the studies and data have in turn been linked to ques¬
tions about behavior, but as yet there is no conclusive evidence
as to how much claimed participation is more than just attitu-
dinal, nor that the enormous variety of actual behavior that is
17
in some way participatory is revealed by such analysis. In
short, the public administrator is far from having the hard
evidence needed to go much beyond speculations linked with such
meaningful attempts.
Citizen participation, to the extent of sharing control,
is needed in government programs, particularly with regard to
issues which directly affect the lives of communities,
17
James A, Riedel, "Citizen Participation; Myths and
Realities," Public Administration Review (May/June);211-212,
IV. CONCLUSIONS AND I^ECOMMENDATIONS
Citizen participation and involvement in neighborhood
planning is s sound concept that allows citizen^groups through
the NPU programs to impact upon administrative decisions that
affect their lives and the development of their communities.
Citizen involvement in planning is important, not simply because
of increasing requirements and demands from both the federal
government in particular, as well as citizens, but because it
is an indespensable ingredient in the formulation of worthwhile
plans as well as a constitutional right.
Neighborhood planning programs, even successful ones like
that of Atlanta, regardless of structure and mandate are merely
advisory. They do not give budgeting power to the citizens and
neighborhood planners^ and decision-making is not decentralized.
Part of the problem also stems from the fact that the neighbor¬
hoods which the planners seek to help organize, have no assurance
that the projects recommended in neighborhood plans would be
budgeted for ^nd included in official city-plans. In such situ¬




Despite all these difficulties and misconceptions as
to what the NPP is supposed to achieve^ there are those planners
and NPU members as well as administrators who make no apologies
for the role of the NPUs» They view the program as an informa¬
tion system and vehicle for solving problems, acquiring and
disseminating information» At least, as one planner observed,
"it fills a void that has long existed - a connection between
officials and private citizens,"
There are misconceptions about what the NPU process can
accomplish. The NPU program has always been advisory not exe¬
cutive, and is only one source of information for city officials.
There are also those who consider the function of the NPUs as
making no difference, says Council-member John Sweet, "the whole
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NPU process is a charade," Any council member can introduce
legislation that can overturn any of the plans drawn by the NPUs
and the bureau of planning. Questions as to what in a realistic
way the NPP is supposed to achieve and also the extent to which
a consciencious effort is made to include NPU plans in the CDP
are pertinent issues that roam the minds of the planner as well
as the NPUs, The increasing tendency to subordinate an NPU
priority to that of operating departments, making hours work
useless, has began to produce negative results to the point
^^Joel Werth, Servants of Two Masters, 1980, p, 4,
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whejre NPUs are, beginning to question the genuineness of and the
effectiveness of tha..program.
The line departments ate at worst not responsive to NPU
requests for information and at best are isolated from the NPU
process. For the planner to work effectively in organizing
their own work schedules and also to correlate it to that of
the NPUs, there is need for effective communication between the
staff and Other personnel from other departments. This would
be achieved by the drawing of timetables within which projects
and dates are specified. In addition, planners need to be in¬
formed of the progress of completed programs or at least de¬
cisions made on submitted proposals. This will equip them with
the basic information needed to operate or function well in
their respective neighborhoods and to answer questions when
approached.
What citizens are after and has been expressed in all
forms of organizations, is the access and opportunity to partici¬
pate, Access remains important to them, and will be used in
time of crises or need.
The heightened visibility of decision making over land-
use change and allocation of scarce resources, accompanied by
greater demands by citizens for participation in critical issues
affecting their lives and environment has produced a highly
52
coniplex process of rn-terdependence * The issues ere critical
not only because their resolution will favor physical outcome
in shaping neighborhood development, but also because the neigh¬
borhood is an arena of the larger context of social, political,
and economic stratification. The NPUs provide for particularily
low-income communities, an opportunity to exercise a degree of
discretion over their environment. It also requires greater
control over maintenance of existing properties, elimination
of undesired land-use activities, prevention of obnoxious facili¬
ties from entering, and inducement of desired services and
positive land-use change.
The outcome of forces now present in metropolitan neigh¬
borhoods is not easily predictable. Policy makers and planners
are unlikely to surrender to communities complete discretion
over significant matters which affect the larger constituency.
The NPP also raises potent questions of the hazards of "maximum
participation" in decision making. Not only is there a threat
to the implementation of projects, but the process of partici¬
pation may not ensure necessarily a more equitable solution to
problems. Special interest groups, whether they are landlords,
tenants or planners cannot be entirely relied upon to promote
community goals without injecting individualistic interest and
in some instances could generate majority tyranny. An equitable
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solation should allow f.ox protection of specific neighborhoods
with little bargaining power from victimization. Unless plan¬
ning commissions and policy-making groups are augumented by a
cadre of public defenders and advocates who support the cause
of inner-city neighborhood development, then greater decentrali
zation of control is an essential stage towards cooperative
resolution of the equity issues.
Re commendations
The following recommendations are offered with the hope
that they will improve both the Neighborhood planning Program
and citizen participation. In order that NPUs can improve their
plan-items before submitting them for consideration and inclusion
in the Comprehensive Development Plan, the writer recommends the
following;
1, NPU plans should emphasize tangible items calling
for studies or evaluation, NPU plans should de-
emphasize items that call for political and govern¬
mental change or that call for taking a position
on a particular issue. This is not to suggest
that such items are inappropriate for inclusion in
NPU plans, but that in many instances they deal
with issues outside the immediate concern or gen¬
eral focus of the Comprehensive Development Plan,
2, NPU plans should include a much higher percentage
of tangible items calling for expenditure of money
and/or capital improvements,
3, NPU plans should give prominence to items falling
in the transportation category. This is based on
the fact that transportation emerged as the single
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most impojrt^nt cstegojry reflected in the city's
Comprehensive Development pla.n and the number
one priority.
In addition, NPUs should consider the following categories
of planning items when considering categories under which to
submit plans for inclusion in the CDP, in order of priortiy:
1, Transportation,




6, Public Safety/Human Resource,
This corresponds to the city's own category of priority listing.
Recommendations are discussed under this section as in¬
struments which the Bureau of Planning should employ to augment
other improvement attempts in order to improve the Neighborhood
Planning process and particularly citizen participation. The
activities recommended and discussed here include; development
of organizational skills, neighborhood re-mapping, and a community
information system/service.
Development of Organizational Skills
The Bureau of planning should institute a program that
will enhance the development of organizational skills, examples
of organizational skills relevant to NPUs would include among
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them, the- ability to sustain significant xepteaentation from
tfte community Cin numbers and influence! as well as outside
allies, the ability to conduct orderly, functional meetings,
and the effective use of Neighborhood or Community leaders and
resources people» In addition, the neighborhood planning ef¬
fort demands particularly of low-income neighborhood groups;
a» The ability to control crises; the group must
be able to respond to and control the emotional
content of such crises as might be generated by
the entry of unwanted facilities into the neigh¬
borhood ,
b. The acquisition of a semblance of power by culti¬
vating friendships with the existing city power
elite impinging on a particular neighborhood and
by image-building publicity techniques. One test
of a neighborhood group’s relative position of
power in the neighborhood is, in fact, whether
the important functioning agencies will seriously
discuss significant problems with them,
c. The establishment of working arrangements with
city-hall and other agencies, sometimes perhaps
in the form of joint task force. Joint efforts
can dispel controversy over the source, relevance
and priority of issues to be considered. Task
force efforts devoted to clear-cut objectives,
realizable solutions, and with the potential for
direct actions and visible results, can be effec¬
tive organizational tools,
d. A caution about sectional and personal influence,
about liasion people social and political con¬
siderations in a neighborhood should be exercised.
In this, unnecessary pressures and interferance
can be kept to a minimum.
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NeighbQjrhD^ad j^eio;a;ppjLng
Xn establishing the NPUs, the city was divided into
twenty four units following the exis-ting political districts
or zones. This is the main reason that political activities has
been generated, sometimes creating stiimbling-blocks in the way
of BOGJsme NPUs, The writer recommends that a study be undertaking
to look at the possibility of redrawing the co-terminous boun¬
daries of the NPUs in such a way as to cause overlapping, cut¬
ting into one or more political districts. Even though this
recommendation is contrary to popular opinion, it is consistent
with the direction the city seems to be taking - separation -
of the NPU process and boundaries from political co-terminous
boundaries. If this is accomplished, the anticipated results
will be:
1, Sectionalism will be greatly reduced and the
alignment of forces will increase the chances
of achieving a more equitable distribution of
the city’s scarce resources,
2. The extent to which an NPU is able to achieve
its objective (this is not officially acknowledged)
is tied to its ability to bring pressure to bare
on city hall and officials. The problem becomes
that of NPUs in the lower socio-economic level
that lacks in part, higher education, economic
support and sometimes political clout to enforce
their demands.
The Community Alerting System/Information Service
The Bureau of Planning should create a community infor^
mation service. The system is an information service which will
provide inforiQd'tion on th.e activities of agencies such as the
City Council^ City Planning Coiumission, Redevelopment Authority,
Zoning Boards and Development Commission* The service will;
1. Describe all operations of these agencies by
noting regular meeting dates, public hearings,
and by identifying persons to be contacted for
information. This system is strickly infor¬
mational ,
2, The service would be made more active for example,
to involve communities or neighborhoods by pro¬
viding or listing advocates for them. Under this
f\inction, the service would list not only that
which appears on the agenda of the agencies, but
whom in each agency might be able to assist a
neighborhood or an individual on an issue.
Neighborhood Planning Programs, despite all the seemingly
setbacks, confusion and sometimes plain apathy, still fulfill an
essential role in "American Democracy" - Participation of citizens
in decision making and subsequently in government. No matter
how token the exercise may seem in some ways, it has made a
positive impact in community relations.
In looking at the prograim, few will indicate that it
needs no improvement. Nevertheless, even in its present stand,
it offers one of the most positive approaches in planning - incor¬
porating community participation d.n decision making.
The criticisms levelled against the program in no way
attempts to impede the continuation of the Neighborhood Planning
Program, What it attempts to do is to encourage improvement.
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Fina,lly, ;nany of the citizens existing neighborhood
associations saw the neighborhood planning process as either a
threat to existing neighborhood organizations or as simply
another layer of the bureaucracy they are required to go through
to get something done. The existence of skepticism and dis¬
trust concerning NPP particularly among those most affected,
necessitates early contact with them in an attempt to clarify
the intent and gain more confidence. In many cases (observation
at NPU meetings) the trust and cooperation desire needed between
both sides is still far from where it needs to be to make
neighborhood planning a successful process, A permanent and
active liaison with other city departments and with city council
is essential and should be institutionalized with the same de¬
gree of commitment as the liaison between the Planning Bureau




This sxxrvey is being conducted to seek citizen’s view on the
Neighborhood Planning Program,
1# In what council district do you live? (circle one)
1 6 11
2 7 12
3 S 13 Do not know
4 9
5 10
2« What is the name of the nel^borhood in indilch you live?
3* What are the five most important areas of concern in \idiich
the City should spend its money? (cheek five only)
(1) To improve neighborhoods
(2) To build more public housing
(3 ) To help downtown business development
(4) To establish day care centers
(5) To improve and widen streets
(6) To provide better public education
(7) To fight crime
(S) To improve garbage collection
(9) To build more parks and recreational facilities
(10) To improve planning and zoning
(11) To care for the elderly
(12) To eliminate drug and alcohol abuse
(13) To provide jobs and job training
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4* A large number of neighborhoods In Atlanta have active commimity
groups and organizations. Kany of these groups have become
interested in planning and some have developed plans for their
neighborhood. The city must decide what role these plans will
play in the city-wide plans. How do you feel about this.
1. The city should adopt all NPU plans without coimsellng
city-wide needs and goals.
2. Adopt only those plans consistent with city-wide needs
and goals.
3. Use NPU plans as guidey but not officially adopt them.
5. What do you perceive your NPU planner.
1. Advocate role
2. Official representative
3. Acting on behalf of city hall
4. Advisory role
0. What do you consider the good points of a neighborhood
Planning Program to be?
7. Do you think the NPU process is effective? yes or no
Do you think your planner is supportive of your needs?




9* What improTements woiold like to see.




SOCIO-ECONOMIC LEVELS IN ATLANTA
Htghtfsf L«v«l □
Upp«r- Middle Level ETl
Lower-Middle Level
Lowetl Level
Mop i-2 SOCIAL PLANNING AREAS
IN THE HIGHEST SOCIO-ECONOMIC LEVEL
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AMENDING THE CODE OF ORDINANCES OF THE CITY OF
ATLANTA BY AUDINC. A NEW CHAPTER THERETO.
RELATING TO CITIZEN INVOJA'EMENT IN THE I’J.ANNINC;
PROCESS (DESCRIBED IN .^§ 3-601, 2, 3 OF THE CHAR TER
OF THE CITY OF ATLANTA). AND FOR OTHER PURPOSIIS
BE AND IT IS HEREBY ORDAINED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF ATLANTA;
Section I: It is hereby found and declared that in order to be truly
comprehensive. City plans must be responsive to the needs and concerns of
citizens; that a plan which allows for diversified and responsive citizen in¬
volvement must be developed within the scope and content of the Atlanta City
Charter; and that it is in the public interest to adopt this proposed plan by
incorporating it as a new Chapter of the City Code;
Section 2: The Code of Ordinances of the City of Atlantic, Georgia
hereby is amended by adding thereto a new Chapter to be tilled, numbered




As used in this Chapter:
(A) ''Neighborhood" means a geographic area, cither with distinguishing
chara-ctexistics or in which the residents have a sense c<f identity and
a commonality of pertcived interest, or both.
(B) ''Neighborhood Planning Unit", hereinafter also referred to as N. P. U. ,
means a geographic area composed of one or more contiguous neighbur-
hoods, which have been defined by the Department of Budget an.d
Planning based on criteria previously established by tlie Departiiioi.t of
Budget and Planning and approved by the City Cotuicil for the puvposct
of developing neighborhood plan;..
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(C) "Allanla Planuinj; Advisory IJo.ird", means Dial Hoard cstaljlisliisl
in Section 1.5 (A) of this orilinancc, for tlie jnirposi: of advising Die
City on planning matters of a city-wide nature.
(D) "Kesident" shall mean any person IS years of age or ol-!er whose
primary place of residence is within the Neighhorhootl Planning Unit,
or who operates or represents a corporation, organi/.alitm, iiislilutif>n
or agency which owns prope rty or has a place of business or profession
within the N.P. U.
(E) "Neighborhood Planning Coinmittee" means a body of residents of Die
Neighborhood Planning Unit.organir.aed for engaging in comprehensive
planning matters affecting the livability of neighborhoods.
(F) "Council District Planning Committee" means a body of residents of
a Council District wl'.o may choose to be formed from representatives
of the Neighborhood Planning Committees to coordinate Council
District plans.
Section 1. 2 Neighborhood Planning Unit
(A) Designation
The Department o; Budget and Planning shall designate Neighborhood
Planning Units, as defined in Section 1.1 (B) of this ordinance, w'hich
shall include all areas of the City of Atlanta. N.P.U. 's may comprise
as many, or as few, neighborhoods as practicable and may cross
Coruicil District boundaries. The designation of the N.P.U. shall
be based on criteria previously established by tlie Department of
Budget and Planni.ig and approved by the City Council, and shall in¬
clude the consideration of existing citi’.cns' organizations' bound.aries
whicli ntay exist at the time of designaticin, .as well as provisions for
the change of neigl-.borhood boundarie.s wlien ncco.ssary.
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Presentation of Information
Tlic Dei>artnienl of Budget and Planning shall make available to
Neighborhood Planning Coininitlces and other residents of Neighborhood
Planning Units basic informalioji, including but not limited to, the
areas of land use, transportation, community fatiliiies, programmed
capital iinprovcntcnts, housing, human resources, social and recrea¬
tional programs, environmental quality, open space a!:d parks, citizen
involvement in planning and zoning to ass'st them in r.cighborhoco'
planning activities. This information shall be presented-©jt-a-e-on-tinu- J
ang- baartr in such a manner as to be readily recognizable to the residents
of each N.P. U. Tiiis information shall be presented graphically when
practicable.
Neighborhood Planning Committees
The Neighborhood Plaiming Committee may recommend an action, a "
policy or a comprehensive plan to the City and to any City ,Agc.ncy
on any matter affecting the livability of the neighborhood, including,
but not limited to, land use, zojiing, housing, community facilities,
human resources, social and recreational programs, traffic and
transportation, environmental quality, open space and parks; assist
City agencies in determining priority needs for the neighborhood; and
review items for inclusion in the City Budget and make recommenda¬
tions relating to budget items for neighborhood improvement.
Accountability
Neighborhood Planning Committees shall be accountable to the
residents of the area thpy represent.
Section 1. 3 Public Hearings
Maimer in whicli Hearings arc to be Held
The Mayor shall cause public, hearings to be held as prescribed in ihe
Charter of the City of Atlanta within each Council District on a
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schedule and at such jjul)Iic. or |ii ivatc places which .ii<- ai.o-ssil)!,-
to and of sufficient size to acc.onioflaie those nicnibers of Hk-
public desiring; to attend. Notice of tl ose hearings sh.jl! he poslirrl
conspicuously within the District and in the nev/sj^ape rs and other
inedia of (jener.il circulation in the District. .Adetju.it. time shall
be allowed at these puV>lic heariiip.s to present such hasic inforni.iiion
as is enumerated in Section 1. Z (B) of this ordinance to the rcsidi-.il.s
of each Council District .and to solicit public statements of goals,
objectives, policies and other advisory information as residents in.ay
wish to express on the basic information and proposed 15-, 5-, and
1-Ycar Comjjrehensivc Development Plans.
(B) Conduct of Hearings
Each aforementioned public hearing shall consist of at least two
sessions held on succeeding but not necessarily consecutive days
in each Council District, and such other sessions as conditions within '
the District may warrant. The first session shall be for thu purpose,
of presenting the information enumerated in Section 1. Z (B) of this
ordinance to the residents of the Neighborhood Planning Units which
comprise each District. The Department of Budget and Planning
shall receive public comments concerning the preparation of the
Comprehensive Development Plan components which affect the District.
The second session held in each District shall be for the purpose of
presenting the 15-, 5-, and l-Year Comprehensive Dovclcpmcnt plans
to the residents of the District. Special emphasis shall be given during
the prcsentatio.n of those parts of the Plans which affect the rescidents
of Neighborhood Planning Units within the District.
(C) Residents of Neighborhood Planning Units may form Neighborhood
Pbanning Committees or Council District Planning Committees to
advise the Department of Budget and Planning on the preparation of
the IS-, 5-, and l-Ye.ar Comprehensive Development Pl.ms. The
Coinicilmembcr for t'.v: District nt.iy initiate the organisation of these
committoe.s, but may not hold any of.tice in any of the commiliees. 'llie:
Committees may continue in existi nce from ye.ar to ye.ar.
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1.4 Uoporls on Citizen InvolvoiTu-nt lo tin; City
Council and Coordination of Citir.cn l'’artici]>nlion
(A) The Mayor jiiall prepare an annual reon-t which sliall de.scribc l!ut
manner in whicli citiren involvement shall be solieilv'l and priiviiled
for in the preparation of the. 15-, 5-, and l-Ycar Coinprehe.nsivc
Development I’laits. This report shall be presented to the Develop¬
ment Committee at a regularly scheduled meeting in January of each
year.
(B) The Mayor shall coordinate citizen participation 131 planning, uiider
provisions of this ordinance and shall be responsible, for advisitig t.he
City Council on citizen plans.
1.5 Atlanta Planning Advisory Board
(A) Membership
The membership and selection of members of the Atlanta Planning
Advisory Board shall be provided for by ordinance of the C.oimcil of
the City of Atlanta, Georgia.
(B) Boundaries
The boundaries of the Atlanta Planning Advisory Board shall be the
City limits of Atlanta.
(C) Functions
The Atlanta Planning Advisory Board may:
1. Prepare its own by-laws, not inconsistent with state law or
city ordinance;
2. Serve as an advisory' board to the City on city-wide problems,
issues, goals and objectives relative to the preparation and
updating of the Fifteen Year Comprehensive Development Plan, ^
The Comprchc3isive Five Year Development Plan and the One
Year Comprehensive Development Plan;
3. Advi.se the City on matters relating to citizen orgaitizations
and participation in the planning process;
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